The aim of this paper is to ascertain the usage of price comparisons and avoidance of impulse purchases regarding in-store food-buying practices among consumers who reside in low, middle and high socio-economic status (SES) regions. The article will also focus on the effect of shopping characteristics and socio-demographic factors on in-store food-buying practices. A quantitative consumer intercept survey was conducted among 400 low, 400 middle and 400 high SES region consumers in retail stores. Statistical analysis of in-store food-buying practices was conducted via a generalised linear model analysis of variables, utilising the Wald's Chi-square statistic distribution. Consumers who live in the low SES region exhibited the largest price comparison usage tendency, whereas the high SES region consumers showed the highest predisposition to make impulse purchases. Several shopping characteristics and socio-demographic factors resulted in significant associations in terms of price comparisons and the avoidance of impulse purchases. Food manufacturers, marketers and retailers should consider implementing the study's primary results in their marketing activities among consumers in the different SES regions. Additionally, shopping characteristics and socio-demographic factors of in-store food-buying practices require further research to add to the limited theoretical discourse.
Introduction
Since the start of the current period of economic recession in South Africa, consumer debt has escalated (South African Reserve Bank 2018, 1-17) . Most South Africans find it difficult to repay their debt, save money and have an adequate amount of money available for household expenses. Increases in VAT, energy (electricity) and transport prices (fuel levy), as well as the depreciation of the Rand (imports), have not only negatively affected the debt-repayment capacity of households, but are also the most influential factors that affect the cost of food (National Agricultural Marketing Council 2018, 1-32; South African Reserve Bank 2018, 1-17; Speckman and Anetos 2018, 11) . Furthermore, the Community Survey 2016 revealed that 20 per cent of South African households did not have sufficient funds to purchase food (Statistics South Africa 2016, 87-89) . Therefore, it is to be expected that consumers would employ strategies such as food-buying practices to help cut back on spending and to protect themselves financially, as household expenses continue to increase and loaning money becomes more difficult and expensive, essentially as a result of the recession (Bellini, Cardinali and Grandi 2017, 164-171; Hampson and McGoldrick 2017, 404-414; Speckman and Anetos 2018, 11) .
The National Agricultural Marketing Council's (2018, 1-32) Food Price Monitor Report mentions that the poorest 30 per cent of South African consumers are affected most by food price increases, because they spend 57.6 per cent of their income on food compared to 20 per cent of the wealthiest consumers, who only spend up to 3.1 per cent of their income on food. Therefore, consumers who fall within the higher income categories may have more funds available for discretionary spending, compared to lower-income consumers who should spend their money as effectively as possible. Hence, higher-income consumers may need to adjust their usual money-spending/saving practices less dramatically than lower-or middle-income consumers, as food prices increase (Mittal 2016, 20-31; National Agricultural Marketing Council 2018, 1-32) . Income is a strong predictor of food-purchasing behaviour, since most households adhere to strict food budgets to ensure that their monetary income goes further to cover all of their expenses (Du and Kamakura 2008, 109-131; Mittal 2016, 20-31; Tariq, D'Souza and Allaway 2016, 574-584) . This means that shopping strategies may vary according to socio-economic status (SES) region and income level (Ellaway and Macintyre 2000, 52-59; Mittal 2016, 20-31) . South African consumers use a variety of money-saving practices, especially during tough recessionary economic periods. However, this shopping behaviour has received limited focus in research (Harper and Crafford 2011) . Hampson and McGoldrick's (2017, 404-414) study in the United Kingdom (UK) asserted that further inquiry was necessary to ascertain the variables that have an effect on consumers' price consciousness in other turbulent economies and cultures. This has resulted in a number of studies, mostly in developed countries, that have considered various aspects of price comparisons and/or impulse purchases (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Bossuyt, Vermeir, Slabbinck, De Bock and Van Kenhove, 2017, 60-76; Dhaundiyal and Coughlan 2016, 923-939; Ferreira, Brandãob and Bizarrias 2017, 431-442; Hampson and McGoldrick 2017, 404-414; Harris, Riley, Riley and Hand 2017, 419-445; Mittal 2016, 20-31; Sheikh, Hosseinikia and Abri 2017, 55-62; Styvén, Foster and Wallström 2017, 416-431; Tariq et al. 2016, 574-584) . However, few have considered shopping characteristics and sociodemographic factors (such as education, income and occupation) as independent variables, but these were rather used to describe the samples. Amos, Holmes and Keneson (2014, 86-97) suggest that the role of socio-demographics regarding impulse purchases remains unclear. Bellini et al. (2017, 164-171) confirm that future research should consider the profile of shoppers' (socio-demographic factors) influence on food-buying practices, such as impulse purchases. Geetha and Bharadhwaj (2016, 49-66) assert that more research should consider food-buying practices (impulse purchases), as well as the influence of shopping characteristics in developing countries. Styvén et al. (2017, 416-431) indicate that there is a lack of inquiry addressing impulse purchases and other independent variables. Price comparisons and avoidance of impulse purchases were also identified as the two most common in-store foodbuying practices in a South African study by Harper and Crafford (2011) . The Food Marketing Institute (2014, confirmed that the aforementioned in-store food-buying practices were popular among consumers. It is clear that further research of in-store food-buying practices, shopping behaviour, and different socio-economic groups among South African households, is warranted. Therefore, the main research questions of this study are the following:
• Is there a difference in price comparisons and avoidance of impulse purchases regarding in-store food-buying practices among consumers who reside in different SES regions? • Do shopping characteristics (shopping frequency, shopping length, co-shopping, and payment method) have an effect on the usage of price comparisons and the avoidance of impulse purchases? • Do socio-demographic factors (gender, age, marital status, household numbers, education level, employment status, population group, and household monthly income) have an influence on price comparisons and the avoidance of impulse purchases?
Literature Review
Socio-Economic Status (SES) Kamakura and Mazzon (2012, 4-18) and the American Psychological Association (2018) state that SES emphasises education and income, which serve as causes and effects of occupational status. Education qualifies an individual for an occupation, while income is the consequence of occupational status. The recession in South Africa resulted in a large number of job losses and unemployment levels in 2017 (South African Reserve Bank 2018, 21-25) . The white population group exhibits the lowest unemployment levels, whereas coloured and black population groups display the highest unemployment levels in South Africa (Statistics South Africa 2018, 39-40) . Personal disposable income is the portion of personal income which households can spend or save once direct income tax and credit (loans from banks and other institutions) have been deducted. The amount of personal disposable income is connected to consumers' employment status and, frequently, education levels (American Psychological Association 2018; Mittal 2016, 20-31) .
Therefore, the large differences in South African consumers' wealth, educational levels and occupations have resulted in disproportionate personal income distributions, which are apparent among the different population groups (Petzer and De Meyer 2013, 382-390; Statistics South Africa 2016, 1-97; Statistics South Africa 2018, 39-40) . However, the establishment of a democracy a little over two decades ago, has instigated an increase of average household incomes for all population groups (Speckman and Anetos 2018, 11) . It is generally accepted that there is an inverse relationship between income level and the amount of money allocated to food purchasing (National Agricultural Marketing Council 2018, 1-32; Sanlier and Karakus 2010, 140-150) . Consequently, lower-income households devote a larger percentage of their total expenditure to food, while in each successively higher income group the amount that is spent on food declines as a percentage of total expenditure (Darmon and Drewnowski 2015, 643-660; KPMG 2016; National Agricultural Marketing Council 2018, 1-32) .
In-store Food-buying Practices
The main aims of food-buying practices are to reduce food costs or to spend less money, while other objectives include, amongst others: to save time when shopping; obtain bargains; make intelligent choices; avoid unnecessary or wasteful purchases; obtain good information; gain enjoyment from shopping; save effort and gain convenience; and obtain the most value and quantity for the amount of money spent (Friedman and Rees 1988, 284-302; Harper and Crafford 2011; Harris et al. 2017, 419-445; Mortimer 2012, 790-810; Mittal 2016, 20-31; Tariq et al. 2016, 574-584) . A planned purchase is described as a deliberate, thoughtful search and evaluation, which normally results in rational, accurate and better decisions, whereas unplanned food shopping results in negative consequences such as unhealthy food choices and overpaying (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Machado, Claro, Canella, Sarti and Levy 2017, 381-388; Thiagarajan, Ponder, Leug, Worthy and Taylor 2009, 207-215) . More than two-thirds of purchase decisions involve some type of in-store decision-making (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171) . Lysonski and Durvasula (2013, 75-97) , Mittal (2016, 20-31) , Bellini et al. (2017, 164-171) , Harris et al. (2017, 419-445) and Hampson and McGoldrick (2017, 404-414) suggest different shopping "types," which have an influence on in-store food buying practices: price conscious; impulsive; brand conscious; quality conscious; prepared shoppers; recreational; novelty conscious; and brand loyal. Price comparisons and avoidance of impulse purchases were identified by Harper and Crafford (2011) as the two most popular in-store food-buying practices in South Africa, and confirmed by the Food Marketing Institute (2014, . These two practices are also the focus of this research.
Price Comparisons
Since brands are so similar and there tends to be a variation in prices within a product category, it is an efficient strategy for consumers to observe and compare prices when purchasing a product (Hampson and McGoldrick 2017, 404-414; Kumar, Karande and Reinartz 1998, 401-426) . Consumers use both internal and external reference prices when comparing the prices of different brands. External reference prices are based on the prices of all brands in the product category at the time of the consumer's purchase, whereas a consumer's internal reference price is an internal standard against which observed prices are compared (Steckel, Shampanier, O'Laughlin, Shea and Fair 2017, 1-5) .
A deal-prone consumer is one who is price conscious and, therefore, willing to compare prices of different brands. Deal-prone consumers aim to save money by purchasing the cheapest product. These consumers, consequently, place more emphasis on external reference prices compared to internal references (Hampson and McGoldrick 2017, 404-414; Mittal 2016, 20-31) . Dickson and Sawyer (1990, 42-53) , Lysonski and Durvasula (2013, 75-97) , Mittal (2016, 20-31) and Hampson and McGoldrick (2017, 404-414) reveal several reasons for comparing the prices of different products/brands: to save money; to find a good deal/bargain; simply out of habit; to assist in making a brand choice; to help to decide on the purchase quantity; to aid in deciding whether or not to buy from the product category; and to remember until the next time they shop.
Mittal (2016, (20) (21) (22) (23) (24) (25) (26) (27) (28) (29) (30) (31) ) also identified shopping enjoyment, decision confidence, satisfaction with choice and buying gratification as other elements that influence price comparisons in the United States (US). A majority of the price comparison studies were conducted in developed countries, and did not consider the influence of shopping characteristics and sociodemographic factors on in-store food-buying practices. Hence, this inquiry seeks to address the aforementioned research gaps from a developing country perspective.
Avoidance of Impulse Purchases
Impulse buying occurs when a consumer experiences a sudden, often powerful, unintended and persistent urge to buy something immediately without planning (Bossuyt et al. 2017, 60-76; Sheikh et al. 2017, 55-62) . The consumer consequently feels compelled to make the purchase, and is less likely to consider the consequences of the purchase or to think carefully before buying the item (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Geetha and Bharadhwaj 2016, 49-66; Pornpitakpan and Han 2013, 85-93) . Major differences between an impulse and planned purchase include the amount of information that can be sought prior to the purchase decision, and the length of time that is spent on the decision process (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Lee and Kacen 2008, 265-272) . Consumers who purchase on impulse do not engage in a great deal of evaluation. As a result of their impulse purchases consumers may experience financial problems, suffer a disappointment with their impulsively purchased product, and even feel guilty about the purchase (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Bossuyt et al. 2017, 60-76; Hampson and McGoldrick 2017, 404-414; Wilson 2017, 169-180) . Mikolajczak-Degrauwe and Brengman (2014, 65-73) found that among Belgium consumers with positive attitudes towards advertising, this mind-set could lead to impulse purchases. Garcia (2018) reported that up 70 per cent of consumers regularly made in-store impulse purchases in the US. Hampson and McGoldrick (2017, 404-414) found that British shoppers were more knowledgeable and concerned about prices, which reflected an increase in purchase planning and price consciousness with a simultaneous concern to reduce impulse purchases. The incidence of impulse purchases continues to grow and constitutes a large of portion of retailer turnover (Amos et al. 2014, 86-97; Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Bossuyt et al. 2017, 60-76; Chang, Yan and Eckman 2014, 289-314; Xiao and Nicholson 2013, 333-356) .
A number of factors may influence impulse purchases, such as a person's personality, emotional/affective state, psychological variables and mood, which are beyond the control of the consumer (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Lucas and Koff 2014, 111-115, Ozen and Engizek 2014, 78-93; Sheikh et al. 2017, 55-62; Styvén et al. 2017, 416-431) . Impulse purchases have been found to have an effect on emotional responses, where consumers may experience happiness, gratification, excitement and fear (Chang et al. 2014, 289-314; Li, Deng and Moutinho 2015, 191-209; Mohan, Sivakumaran and Sharma 2013 , 1711 -1732 Sheikh et al. 2017, 55-62) . Dhaundiyal and Coughlan (2016, 923-939) investigated the effect of personality traits and established that sociability had a positive influence on affective and cognitive impulse buying, whereas shyness had a favourable impact on cognitive impulse buying tendencies among Irish consumers. Bellini et al. (2017, 164-171) established that higher pre-shopping preparation led to lower impulse purchases.
The degree to which consumers' knowledge of a store's environment affects an impulse purchase depends on the time that is available for shopping. The presence of time pressure may result in low store knowledge, ultimately instigating an unplanned purchase. This occurs under time pressure, because exposure to in-store information is reduced among consumers (Kim and Park 1997, 501-517; Machado et al. 2017, 381-388) . Conversely, Bellini et al. (2017, 164-171) reveal that (in Italy) impulsive purchasing rises relative to the rise of shopping time. Thus, the longer consumers take to shop, the more chance there is of them making an impulse purchase in Italian stores.
In-store stimuli such as background music, product displays, promotions, store congestion and store personnel, play an important role in consumers' tendency to purchase on impulse (Bell, Corsten and Knox 2011, 31-45; Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Karbasivar and Yarahmadi 2011, 174-181; Machado et al. 2017, 381-388) . Some consumers enter the store with an intention to buy only certain items, while these in-store stimuli lead them to make unplanned purchases; hence in-store marketing efforts play a significant role in inducing impulse purchasing (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Wilson 2017, 169-180) . A majority of impulse-purchase research was conducted in first-world nations, and did not consider the influence of shopping characteristics and socio-demographic factors of this in-store food buying practice. Hence, this study aims to address the abovementioned gaps in research from a developing nation perspective.
Methodology Sampling
This study comprised consumers who shopped (those visiting a shop with the intention of examining or purchasing food products) and dwelled in three different regions in South Africa. The sample frame included consumers who reside in Delft, Maitland or Meadowridge. These areas were selected for participation based on their demographic and socio-economic profile Census 2011 data, provided by the City of Cape Town (2013a; 2013b; 2013c) . The combined education, occupation, employment rate and income levels were extracted from the census data profiles, and were used to determine the aforementioned low, middle and high socio-economic status (SES) regions. The respondents (consumers) included adults aged between 18 to 66 years and older: 400 consumers who resided in Delft (a low SES region) and shopped at the local uSave supermarket; 400 consumers who resided in Maitland (a middle SES region) and shopped at the local Shoprite supermarket; and 400 consumers who resided in Meadowridge (a high SES region) and shopped at the local Checkers supermarket (Shoprite Holdings 2017a; 2017b; 2017c) . A systematic sampling procedure was used to obtain the envisaged sample number. The researcher first randomly chose the first respondent via systematic sampling. A random starting number of two was used, which means that the second person who entered the grocery store was approached by the fieldworkers and asked to participate in the survey. All respondents remained anonymous and were informed that they could withdraw from the survey at any stage.
Questionnaire Design
The questionnaire was accessible in English and Afrikaans to circumvent possible comprehension problems owing to language, since many of Delft's respondents were mainly Afrikaans speaking (City of Cape Town 2013a). Three pre-screening questions were posed in order to identify and verify possible respondents. Only respondents who lived in the respective regions (Meadowridge, Maitland or Delft), who indicated that they are one of the main decision-makers regarding the purchase of food products within their household, and who are one of the main buyers of food products within a household, were eligible to participate in the survey. The first section comprised four questions regarding the consumers' shopper factors, which included consumer shopping frequency, shopping duration, whether someone and/or who accompanied them on shopping excursions, and payment method. The next section included in-store food-buying practice constructs, namely price comparisons and the avoidance of impulse purchases, which were identified by Friedman and Rees (1988, 284-302) . The price comparisons' scale items were adapted from Lichtenstein, Ridgway and Netemeyer (1993, 234-245) , and Manzur et al. (2011, 286-291) . The avoidance of impulse purchase scale items were adapted from Verplanken and Herabadi (2001, S71-S83) , and Manzur et al. (2011, 286-291) . Each in-store food-buying practice was represented by six structured questions, which allowed for four response options (1 = Frequently; 2 = Sometimes; 3 = Seldom; and 4 = Never). The same response options were used by Herrmann and Warland (1990, 307-325) in their assessment of food-buying practices. The final section considered the sociodemographic factors of the consumers, namely age, gender, marital status, level of education, household size, population group, employment status and monthly household income. The socio-demographic factors were taken from the Census 2011 household questionnaire (Statistics South Africa 2012, 14-55). Shoprite Holdings gave permission for the research to be conducted at the respective Checkers, Shoprite and uSave stores (Shoprite 2016). Every respondent provided informed consent by completing and signing a consent form, which was attached to the questionnaire's cover page. The Ethics Committee at the Faculty of Applied Sciences Research, Cape Peninsula University of Technology, also gave the mandatory ethical approval.
Collection of Data and Statistical Analysis
The consumer intercept survey was implemented over five successive weekends (on Saturdays) in order to include consumers who may not have sufficient time to shop for food products during the week. Two fieldworkers assisted with the dissemination and collection of the selfadministered questionnaires, while assisting consumers to complete the questionnaire upon request. Nine out of 10 consumers chose to complete the self-administered questionnaire without any assistance from the fieldworkers. The collected data were captured by the SPSS (version 23) statistical program. A generalised linear model analysis of variance, utilising the Wald's Chi-square distribution and Bonferroni pair-wise comparisons, were used to determine significant differences between respondents' use of in-store food-buying practices (dependant variables) and SES region groups, shopper characteristics and socio-demographic factors (independent variables).
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to evaluate the in-store food-buying practice constructs in terms of reliability and validity. The CFA displayed high factor loadings, which were all above 0.7. The reliability of the two in-store food-buying practice constructs was evaluated by means of composite reliability (CR) and Cronbach's α coefficient. The CR and Cronbach's α coefficient were greater than 0.9 for the compare prices and avoidance of impulse purchases constructs, which reflected strong internal consistencies between the construct items (Bagozzi and Yi 2012, 8-34) (Table 1) . The convergent validity of the compare prices and the avoidance of impulse purchases constructs was tested by calculating the average variance extracted (AVE). The AVE of the compare prices and avoidance of impulse purchases constructs were greater than 0.7 (Table 1) , which is suggestive of robust convergent validity. Discriminant validity was evaluated by utilising the AVE of the constructs, which should be larger than squared correlations between the constructs (Bagozzi and Yi 2012, 8-34) . The AVE values of the compare prices and avoidance of impulse purchases constructs (Table 1) were larger than the squared correlation score (0.038), thereby confirming discriminant validity. Pearson's correlation coefficient analyses also displayed a strong positive relationship (r > 0.5) for all of the items in the "compare prices" and "avoidance of impulse purchases" constructs, which is indicative of a general convergence of responses (Table 1) .
Results
The education level, employment status and monthly household income descriptive statistics were representative of the three SES regions (Table 2 ). Over half (54%) of the respondents in the high SES region specified that they had obtained a post-matric diploma or certificate, degree or post-graduate degree compared to a majority (75.4%) of the middle SES region respondents, who indicated that they had completed Grade 12 or less. Most of the low SES region respondents (81.2%) indicated that they had completed Grade 11 or less.
The larger percentage of the high (47.7%), middle (55.2%) and low (37.7%) SES regions specified that they were employed on a full-time basis. However, there was a discernible difference regarding the unemployment levels in each region, with the high SES region displaying the lowest levels (2.0%) in comparison to the middle (6.2%) and low (22.8%) SES regions. More (14.3%) respondents in the high SES region, compared to the middle (5.1%) and low (2%) SES regions, indicated that they were self-employed.
The monthly household income for a majority (65%) of respondents in the high SES region was located in the higher income categories (R12 801 upward). In the middle SES region, most (77.5%) respondents' monthly household income was located in the lower to middle income groupings (from R801 to R12 800), whereas seven out of 10 respondents in the low SES region indicated that their average monthly household income was less than R3 200. 
Influence of SES Regions on In-store Food-buying Practices (Price Comparisons and Avoidance of Impulse Purchases)
The Wald's Chi-Square distribution revealed that there were significant differences at p<0.001 for both in-store food-buying practices, namely price comparisons (M = 1.97, SD = 0.877) and avoidance of impulse purchases (M = 2.36, SD = 0.941) owing to the three SES regions. The Bonferroni correction pairwise comparisons showed significant differences between the SES regions as follows:
• High SES region respondents (M = 2.22, SE = 0.50) showed a lower tendency to compare prices than middle (M = 1.91, SE = 0.38) and low (M = 1.77, SE = 0.38) SES region respondents (Table 3 ).
• Respondents within the low SES region (M = 2.22, SE = 0.47) displayed a larger inclination to avoid impulse buying compared to the middle (M = 2.43, SE = 0.43) and high (M = 2.44, SE = 0.50) SES region respondents (Table 3) . 
In-store Food-buying Practices' Association with Shopping Characteristics
No significant differences were established for shopping frequency price comparisons and avoidance of impulse purchases in any of the SES regions. The Bonferroni correction pairwise comparisons showed significant differences between the following elements (Tables 4 and 5):
• Shopping length: Respondents in the middle SES region who indicated that they took less than half an hour (M = 2.36, SE = 0.27) showed a significantly (p<0.001) lower inclination to compare prices than those who indicated that they took half an hour to one hour (M = 2.07, SE = 0.26) and one to two hours (M = 1.95, SE = 0.26) to shop for food (Table 4 ). (Table 4) . Respondents in the low SES region who shopped alone (M = 1.60, SE = 0.46) displayed a significantly (p<0.001) lower propensity to avoid impulse purchases compared to those who shopped with their husbands (M = 2.59, SE = 0.48) ( Table 5 ).
• Payment method: Respondents in all SES regions who paid with a debit card (M = 2.40, SE = 0.17) had a significantly (p<0.05) lower tendency to avoid impulse buying than those who paid by means of cash (M = 2.18, SE = 0.16) ( Table 5 ). The aforementioned result was replicated for both the low (M = 2.34, SE = 0.46) and middle (M = 2.45, SE = 0.21) SES region respondents who paid by means of a debit card, and were also found to have a significantly (p<0.05) lower inclination to avoid impulse purchases in comparison to those who paid with cash in the low (M = 1.71, SE = 0.43) and the middle (M = 2.28, SE = 0.20) SES region (Table 5 ). 
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In-store Food-buying Practices' Association with Socio-Demographic Factors
No significant differences were established for age and education level for price comparisons and avoidance of impulse purchases in any of the SES regions. The Bonferroni correction pairwise comparisons showed significant differences between the following elements (Tables  6 and 7 ):
• Gender: Female respondents (M = 1.63, SE = 0.41) in the low SES region exhibited a significantly (p<0.05) lower predisposition to compare prices than male respondents (M = 1.35, SE = 0.41) (Table 6 ). Additionally, female respondents in all SES regions (M = 2.45, SE = 0.19) and the middle SES region (M = 3.28, SE = 0.30) also displayed a significantly (p<0.05 and p<0.001, respectively) lower propensity to avoid impulse buying in comparison to male respondents in all SES regions (M = 2.28, SE = 0.19) and the middle (M = 2.89, SE = 0.30) SES region (Table 7 ). (Table  6 ). Additionally, respondents in the low SES region with a monthly household income of R6 401-R12 800 (M = 1.82, SE = 0.43) showed a significantly (p<0.05) lower propensity to compare prices compared to those with a monthly income of less than R800 (M = 1.27, SE = 0.42) (Table 6 ). Furthermore, respondents in all SES regions resulted in analogous findings to the aforementioned in-store food-buying practice, since those with a monthly household income of R51 200+ (M = 2.66, SE = 0.23) displayed a significantly (p<0.001) lower propensity to avoid impulse purchases in comparison to those with monthly incomes of less than R800 (M = 2.10, SE = 0.22) and R801-R3 200 (M = 2.24, SE = 0.20) (Table 7) . 
Monthly household income
Less than R800 (1) 
Discussion
The price comparisons in-store food-buying practice shows an increasing trend among the three different SES regions. The low SES region's consumers show the largest inclination, and the high SES region's consumers exhibit the lowest incidence of price comparisons. It is likely that the low SES region's consumers characteristically have limited financial resources and are more price-sensitive and, therefore, it is essential to save money by comparing prices for the same type of food products, different food brands, and purchasing the cheapest food brands. Mittal (2016, 20-31) suggests that deal-prone consumers are price conscious and continually seek bargains by comparing prices; hence, it can be posited that respondents within the low and middle SES regions are more inclined to be deal-prone owing to their price sensitivity.
The avoidance of impulse purchases regarding in-store food-buying practice displays an incremental trend among the three SES regions. The low SES region's consumers exhibit the highest incidence of impulse buying avoidance, whereas the high SES region's consumers show the lowest propensity of this in-store food-buying practice. It is conceivable that low SES region consumers commonly have limited funds and, hence, it is important to conserve resources by only buying planned food products, and avoiding the purchase of food products that are not necessities. Mittal (2016, 20-31) and Hampson and McGoldrick (2017, 404-414) confirm that consumers who have a low disposable income, are less likely to make impulse purchases and/or compare prices.
The higher usage of price comparisons by consumers who spend longer time periods shopping for groceries could be as a result of consumers taking more time to compare prices. Hampson and McGoldrick (2017, 404-414) reveal that time-pressured consumers search less for price information in grocery stores. This may be because convenience is a higher priority than saving money, or because these consumers simply do not like the effort involved in finding the lowest prices (Hampson and McGoldrick 2017, 404-414; Machado et al. 2017, 381-388; Thiagarajan et al. 2009, 207-215) . However, consumers who stay longer in the shop may be less time pressured and more likely to engage in food-buying practices such as price comparisons and impulse purchases (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Geetha and Bharadhwaj 2016, 49-66) .
Consumers who shopped with their husbands were less susceptible to impulse purchases than when shopping alone. Couples in low SES regions most likely carefully plan what to buy on shopping trips owing to financial constraints. Lee and Kacen (2008, 265-272) found that consumers often decide not to make an impulse purchase after consulting a friend or family member. Luo (2005, 288-294) also asserts that co-shopping decreases the likelihood of impulse purchasing, whereas Geetha and Bharadhwaj (2016, 49-66) found that co-shopping had no influence on impulse purchases.
Consumers who shopped alone were less likely to compare prices than when they were accompanied by their wives and children/grandchildren. It is probable that the co-shoppers would suggest purchase options, which would necessitate price comparisons. The concept of pester power is another well-known consumer behaviour concept, where children/grandchildren play a major role in the accompanying adult's purchase decisions, which necessitates the implementation of food-buying practices such as price comparison, most likely as a result of unplanned purchases (Mompei 2017, 5; Tariq et al. 2016, 574-584) .
Consumers who paid with a debit card were more likely to succumb to impulse purchases in comparison to those who paid by means of cash. The increasing use of debit cards as a payment method means that consumers are not restrained by the amount of cash that they have on them. This also reduces security risks of carrying large sums of cash (Arango and Taylor 2009, 1-23) , and confirms the mandate for research regarding the payment method as a shopping characteristic (Geetha and Bharadhwaj 2016, 49-66) . The use of debit cards results in a higher incidence of impulse purchases, since this payment method provides consumers with immediate access to "electronic" money at the point of purchase (Arango and Taylor 2009, 1-23) .
Male consumers in low SES regions were found to show a higher incidence of price comparisons than female consumers. It was previously found that men consider low prices to be an important criterion when purchasing products in comparison to women (Williams 2002, 249-276) . Therefore, men displayed a higher propensity regarding external reference prices. Conversely, females show a greater predisposition in terms of internal reference prices, since they are already aware of the prices and availability of various brands. Therefore, female consumers may bypass the need to compare prices (i.e. external reference prices), since they usually perform the task of shopping for food and dominate decisions regarding what groceries to purchase when they shop for food (Flagg, Bisakha, Kilgore and Locher 2014 , 2061 -2070 Tariq et al. 2016, 574-584) .
Female consumers displayed a greater tendency to make impulse purchases in comparison to male consumers. It is also a fair notion that male consumers are less susceptible to impulse purchases in comparison to female consumers, who collectively spend more time in-store. Amos et al. (2014, 86-97) , Chang et al. (2014, 289-314) , Lucas and Koff (2014, 111-115) and Styvén et al. (2017, 416-431) concur that women have a higher tendency to shop impulsively compared to men, whereas Geetha and Bharadhwaj (2016, 49-66) found that gender had no influence on impulse purchases. However, women felt better and happy after impulse shopping, whereas most men felt regret (Chang et al. 2014, 289-314; Li et al. 2015, 191-209) .
The lower inclination of smaller households to use price comparisons is a rational supposition, as larger households commonly need to use several in-store food-buying practices to secure the best deal in a bid to save money, since larger households are likely to require a larger quantity and variety of products (Tariq et al. 2016, 574-584) . Murthi and Rao (2012, 34-46) also established that large households tend to have a higher tendency to compare prices as a mechanism to save money.
Self-employed consumers, who are more prevalent in high SES areas, are less likely to compare prices as they generally have less time and higher incomes than other employment groups, and do not feel the need to perform price comparisons (Mittal, 2016, 20-31; Sreeram, Kesharwani and Desai, 2017, 107-132) . Black consumers displayed a higher incidence of price comparisons. The black middle class has grown by more than 60 per cent over the last decade (an estimated 6 million people), but a quarter reported not to have sufficient food during the course of the year, which is unusual for the middle class segment. Furthermore, one in five of all South African households (predominantly black) did not have enough resources to purchase food, and the black population group also displayed the highest unemployment rate (almost 42%) among the different population groups, which would necessitate the increased use of instore shopping practices such as price comparisons (Cooper 2018; Speckman and Anetos 2018, 11; Statistics South Africa 2016, 87-89; Statistics South Africa 2018, 39-40) .
The higher usage of in-store food-buying practices by lower monthly income households is because these consumers need to save money by making price comparisons and by avoiding impulse purchases. Mittal (2016, 20-31) revealed that high income consumers were not compelled to compare prices in order to save money, and more likely to make impulse purchases (Styvén et al. 2017, 416-431) . As mentioned previously, lower-income households spend a larger percentage of their total income on food and, hence, are more price-sensitive owing to budget constraints, which necessitates the implementation of cost-saving measures (Hampson and McGoldrick 2017, 404-414; National Agricultural Marketing Council 2018, 1-32) .
Limitations and Further Research Directions
This study considered two in-store food-buying practices, whereas future research could investigate other food-buying practices, which were identified by Harper and Crafford (2011). As described above, the frequency responses were coded as: 1 = Frequently; 2 = Sometimes; 3 = Seldom; and 4 = Never, which correspond with several studies (Herrmann and Warland 1990, 307-325; Mortimer 2012, 790-810; Smith and Carsky 1996, 73-80) . However, other research allocated or coded contrastingly to aid a more rational interpretation of the mean values, since larger mean values would signify a higher tendency to use an in-store food-buying practice and vice versa.
Although this study provided important insights into in-store grocery-shopping patterns and buying practices, it did not seek to examine reasons for variations regarding in-store foodshopping behaviour among consumers. Qualitative research would provide a deeper understanding of the reasons for consumers' in-store food-buying shopping behaviour. Mortimer (2012, 790-810) , Harris et al. (2017, 419-445) , Tariq et al. 2016, 574-584 and Sreeram et al. (2017, 107-132) assert that shopper profiles and behaviour will change over time. This investigation used a cross-section of consumers' in-store food-buying practices, whereas further research could consider price comparisons and avoidance of impulse purchases over an extended period of time via a longitudinal approach.
The in-store buying practices of all potential household members were not investigated, since only the primary decision-makers were eligible to participate in the study. Hence, further inquiry could investigate all decision-makers and shoppers. Online food shopping is expected to gather a substantial share of the retail market in future (Benn, Webb, Chang and Reidy 2015, 265-273; Harris et al. 2017, 419-445; Sreeram et al. 2017, 107-132; Styvén et al. 2017, 416-431) . Therefore, the use of online food-buying practices should also be investigated in further research, which will assist to establish the extent of the physical retail environment and atmosphere, as well as other in-store marketing tactics and their influence on in-store foodbuying practices. This inquiry only considers urban shoppers, whereas further investigation could be conducted in rural regions to establish possible differences regarding in-store foodbuying practices in comparison to urban regions.
Conclusions and Implications
The low SES region consumers exhibited the largest predisposition of comparing prices as an in-store food-buying practice. Food manufacturers, marketers and retailers should facilitate this process by ensuring that low-priced food products are prominently displayed in-store. They should also explore the increased use of online, mobile and other digital platforms, especially in low SES region outlets. The use of online and mobile platforms reduces impulse purchases and facilitates price comparisons via digital flyers, online price comparisons, mobile apps, digital shopping lists and other digital interactive conduits (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Garcia, 2018; Harris et al. 2017, 419-445; Mittal 2016, 20-31) . The high SES region consumers showed the largest susceptibility in making impulse purchases. Food manufacturers, marketers and retailers should ensure that common impulse-purchase food products in high SES regions are conspicuously displayed in these outlets.
It can be concluded that consumers who spend increased lengths of time shopping, have a larger inclination to compare prices. Retailers should create shopping environments and atmospheres that encourage consumers to shop for longer periods of time (for example, free Wi-Fi and instore coffee shops), which could have a positive impact on sales. Consumers who shop alone are less likely to compare prices and are more prone to impulse purchases in comparison to coshoppers (Lee and Kacen 2008, 265-272; Mompei 2017, 5; Tariq et al. 2016, 574-584) . Accordingly, retailers should boldly display prices to facilitate price comparisons among coshoppers, as well as increase the use of mobile and digital conduits. However, they should also ensure that commonly purchased impulse food products are prominently displayed in-store for lone shoppers. Consumers who use debit cards are more prone to impulse purchases. Therefore, discerning retailers should ensure that they boldly promote and display whether they accept debit card payments, which may result in a higher turnover as a result of impulse purchases.
It can be concluded that female consumers are more prone to impulse purchases and less likely to compare prices in low SES regions. Food manufacturers, marketers and retailers should ensure that they promote price deals to facilitate price comparisons and increase the use of mobile and digital channels. They should also conspicuously promote high impulse goods to take advantage of female consumers' favourable predisposition. Larger households are more inclined to use price comparisons. Food manufacturers, marketers and retailers should boldly display discount deals to facilitate price comparisons among these consumer groups. South African retailers should consider the increased use of such online digital platforms, which will enable easy price-checking across employment groups, since the majority of South Africans own mobile devices and two-thirds of South African internet browsers come from mobile devices (Duffett 2016, 1-21; Du Plessis 2018) . However, food manufacturers, marketers and retailers should continue to distribute printed promotional catalogues, especially among consumers in low SES regions who show the greatest incidence of advertisement usage. Such printed advertising will facilitate price comparisons in the event that these consumers do not have access to online digital platforms or may have insufficient funds for data (Bellini et al. 2017, 164-171; Duffett and Foster 2017 , 2880 -2902 .
